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OPENING STATEMENT

Welcome to the Subcommittee’s oversight hearing entitled, “Bringing Community Development
Block Grant Program (CDBG) Spending into the 21°" Century: Introducing Accountability and

Meaningful Performance Measures into the Decades-Old CDBG Program.”

In March, this Subcommittee held a hearing reviewing the Bush Administration’s “Strengthening
America’s Communities” initiative. During that hearing, we learned that HUD had undertaken

certain in-house initiatives to improve the administration of the program. One of those initiatives
was to implement an improved set of performance measures.

CDBG is one of the largest federal direct block grant programs in existence. In FY 2005,
Congress appropriated $4.71 billion for the CDBG program, including $4.15 billion for CDBG



formula grants alone. State and local governments use CDBG grant monies to fund various
housing, community development, neighborhood revitalization, economic development, and
public service provision projects.

To receive their annual CDBG grant, grantees must develop and submit to HUD a Consolidated
Plan. In their Consolidated Plan, each grantee must identify its goals for its use of CDBG
monies. These goals then serve as the criteria against which HUD evaluates each grantee’s Plan
and the performance of each activity under the Plan.

Grant recipients may use CDBG funds for a wide variety of activities. For example, CDBG
funds can be used for the acquisition of real property, the relocation and demolition of buildings,
the rehabilitation of residential and non-residential structures, the provision of public services,
and the construction and improvement of public facilities. In contrast, grant recipients may not
use CDBG funds for the acquisition of buildings used for the general conduct of government.
Nor may grantees use CDBG funds for political activities, certain types of income payments, or
the construction of new housing by local governments.

Following approval of a grantee’s Consolidated Plan, HUD will make a full grant award unless it
has determined that the grantee failed to implement its Plan in a timely manner and in a way that
is consistent with the Housing and Community Development Act.

Critics, as well as some proponents, of the program have questioned whether the Consolidated
Plan is an adequate system for assessing whether certain uses of grant funds are consistent with
the goals of the nation and whether grant recipients are actually administering the funds
appropriately.

Currently, the Consolidated Plan is the only means by which HUD can measure the performance
and outcome of grantee activities. With that said, some observers have questioned whether HUD
takes the Consolidated Plan process seriously enough. Critics of the program have even
questioned whether HUD reads each Consolidated Plan, suggesting that HUD simply does not
have the time or manpower to review the more than 1,100 Consolidated Plans within the 45-day
time period mandated by the statute.

A primary justification used by the Administration for proposing its Strengthening America’s
Cities Initiative earlier this year is that CDBG received very low score on the Office of
Management and Budget’s (OMB) Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART). The fundamental
question, however, is whether PART is any better of a performance measurement tool for CDBG
than is the Consolidated Plan. Many CDBG stakeholders attribute CDBG’s low PART score to
evaluation limitations inherent in the PART tool itself. They argue that PART lacks the proper
assessment matrix tools to score block grant programs like CDBG effectively and accurately.
These stakeholders also claim that it may be impossible for evaluators to effectively measure the
CDBG program because of its multifaceted nature and because grant monies can be spent on a
wide variety of activities that may have “non-tangible” benefits.
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With those questions and arguments in mind, today’s hearing will specifically explore: (1) how
communities spend CDBG monies; (2) whether HUD and grantees effectively target funds
toward the needs identified in the program’s authorizing legislation; and (3) how, if at all,
Congress can measure these expenditures for effectiveness of use.

To help us answer these questions, we have on our first panel the Honorable Roy Bernardi,
Deputy Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development and former Assistant
Secretary of Community Planning and Development.

On our second panel, we have four distinguished witnesses. First, we have the Honorable Ron
Schmitt, City Councilman from Sparks, Nevada and a founding member of the Human Services
Advisory Board in Washoe County. The Human Services Advisory Board led to the creation of
the Washoe County Human Services Consortium -- the public/private entity that decides how the
area will expend its combined CDBG funds.

We will next hear from Thomas Downs, Fellow at the National Academy of the Public
Administration. Earlier this year, the Academy published specific recommendations on how to
improve reporting and performance measurement systems for the CDBG program.

Next, we will hear from Lisa Patt-McDaniel, Assistant Director of the Community Development
Division of the Ohio Department of Development. Ms. Patt-McDaniel is testifying today on
behalf of the Council of State Community and Economic Development Agencies (COSCDA).

Lastly, we have Dr. Sheila Crowley, President of the National Low Income Housing Coalition.

I look forward to the expert testimony our distinguished panel of leaders will provide the
Subcommittee. Thank you all for your time today and welcome.

HHH

Subcommittee on Federalism and the Census
“Bringing Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) Spending into the 21" Century: Introducing
Accountability and Meaningful Performance Measures into the Decades-Old CDBG Program.”
May 24, 2005

3



